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Applicants indicate on the first page of their specification that this application is a 
CIP of another earlier filed application. Should applicant desire to obtain the benefit of 
the filing date of the prior application, attention is directed to 35 U.S.C. 120 and 37 
CFR 1 .78. Applicants also are requested to file a new declaration to identify the parent. 

Applicants are further requested to provide the serial number and other 
information related to the parent on page one of the specification. 

Claims 5, 11, 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

In claim 5, it is not seen how the steps recited therein are related to routing email 
messages recited in parent claim 1 . 

Claim 1 1 contradicts with parent claim in that parent claim requires routing 
without human intervention. 

In claim 14, parent claim 1 recites that the characteristic information of a user is 
included in the email message. Therefore, it is not seen how the web server is related to 
selecting an e-mail server. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1- arre rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Miloslavsky (6,732,156) in view of Tarbotton (USP 6,757,830). 
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See at least the abstract, Figures 1 and 3, the corresponding description and 
claims 1 and 10 in Miloslavsky. Miloslavsky taught a system and a method of routing 
email messages (see abstract) to an appropriate one of a plurality of distributed email 
servers (the e-mail server of the selected support person, see claim 1 and the abstract)) 
for handling by personnel (the support person having the specific skill) assigned to such 
appropriate one without requiring human intervention (the email in Miloslavsky is 
automatically routed by router 1 16 of Figure 1) for said routing, the method comprising: 

receiving (step 152 of Figure 3) an email message at a first server (e-mail server 
of step 152); 

executing software on said first server to autonomously determine characteristic 
information (step 154 of Figure 3, information is extracted from the e-mal) of a user 
having submitted information included in said email message; 

executing software on said first server to autonomously select an appropriate one 
of a plurality of distributed e-mail servers for receipt of said email message based at 
least in part on said determined characteristic information of said user (a person having 
the specific skill in selected, see step 158); and 

executing software on said first server to autonomously route said email 
message to the selected email serve (see step 160, the e-mail is routed to the selected 
person having the specific skill). 

Miloslavsky only show one recipient mail server (102 of Figure 1). That is 
because all the support persons in Miloslavsky are located in one processing center 
(100 of figure 1 and lines 21-23 column 5). Tarbotton shows in Figure 1 that all e-mail 
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recipients (4) require recipient mail server (12) in order to receive e-mails from Internet 
or network. If the support persons in Miloslavsky are located in different remote area, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate more e- 
mail servers as taught by Tarbotton because otherwise the support persons would not 
be able to receive e-mails. 

As to claims 2-4, label of servers is not a patentable subject matter. 

As to claim 5, state-server 1 12 in Miloslavsky also stores user information. 

As to claims 6-12, the received e-mails in Miloslavsky are also routed to different 
supporting persons dependent on their specific skills (see line 1 1-23 of column 2, lines 
10-12, 26-28 and 60-64 of column 3 in Miloslavsky). 

As to claims 13-14, see database 1 14 of Figure 1 in Miloslavsky). 

Claims 15-20 do not define above the invention claimed in claims 1-14 and 
therefore are rejected for the same reasons. 
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